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PRELIM I NARY SCOP I NG PACKAGE 

COVER SHEET 

prepared in accordance with 

Site Description: 

Site ID: CPP-16 

Operable Unit: 3-07 

CONTAMINATED SOIL FROM LEAK IN LINE FROM CPP WM-181 TO PEW I 
I I. SUMMARY - Physical description o f  the site: 

On January 16, 1976, approximately 3000 gallons of low-level contaminated 
wastewater that contained an estimated 1.2 curies of beta and gamma activity 
were released inside an open bottom diversion valve box. The inside bottom 
surface of the valve box was located 5 feet and 8 inches below land surface 
(bls) after having been filled with one foot of gravel. 
of the Service Waste Diversion System (SWDS) at the ICPP that has been in 
operated since 1954. 
wastewater that contains contaminant concentrations beyond levels that could be 
discharged as plant service waste. 
incident was to divert this waste to tank WM-181, where it would subsequently be 
concentrated in the PEW evaporator after being transfered to the PEW evaporator 
feed tank, WL-102. 
service waste, and the concentrated evaporator bottoms were returned to the 
high-level liquid waste tank farm. 
low-level contaminated wastewater from tank WM-181 to WL-102. 

The valve box is part 

The SWDS is used to divert low-level contaminated 

The normal practice at the time of the 

The evaporator condensates were normally discharged as 

The release occurred during a transfer o f  
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After the release, probing of the contaminated soil at the bottom of the valve 
box measured elevated radiation levels three feet into the valve box soil 
bottom, to a depth of approximately 8 feet and eight inches bls. 
approximately June 1976, the original valve box was replaced with a concrete 
bottom valve box and the waste transfer line was relocated. The overall length 
of both valve boxes was 6 feet and 9 inches. During this project, an excavation 
to a depth of at least 6 feet and 9 inches would have been necessary to replace 
the original valve box and thus, some o f  the contaminated soil could have been 
removed at that time. 
the overall size of the valve boxes, and the approximate depth of the 
contaminated soil as indicated by the soil probing results, the excavation alone 
does not appear to have been sufficiently deep to completely remove the source 
from this site. 
tank farm that includes the location of this release. The membrane was covered 
with an additional 2 feet and six inches of top soil. 

As a result of the excavations and the installation of the membrane at this 
site, the source of contamination would have to be located below a depth of 
approximately 9 feet and 3 inches. The contaminants of potential concern I include inoraanics and radionuclides. 

In 

However, based on the estimated volume of the release, 

In 1977, a synthetic membrane was installed over the entire 
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I TRACK 2 PRELIMINARY SCOPING PACKAGE 

11. 

The r i s k  associated from t h i s  s i t e  has been determined t o  be low. This  
de terminat ion  i s  based on conservat ive assumptions t h a t  were der ived  from a 
review o f  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  s i t e  h i s t o r i c a l  i n fo rma t ion  and were subsequently 
app l ied  t o  an eva lua t ion  o f  t h e  r i s k  f rom t h e  ava i l ab le  pathways. 
q u a n t i t i e s  o f  rad ionuc l ides  have been conserva t i ve l y  est imated. 
o f  17 years i t  i s  est imated t h a t  on l y  .53 c u r i e s  o f  a c t i v i t y  remain. Th is  
d iscuss ion  i s  prov ided i n  Reference 9 t o  t h i s  document. 

SUMMARY - Q u a l i t a t i v e  Assessment o f  Risk: 

Remaining 
A f t e r  a decay 

I 
111. 

The consequences o f  e r r o r  are thought t o  be minor s ince good documentation 
e x i s t s  t h a t  concludes any res idua l  contaminat ion a t  t h i s  s i t e  i s  a t  l e a s t  9 f e e t  
b l s .  Records i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  s i t e  was b a c k f i l l e d  t o  9’3”. I f  overexcavat ion 
occurred f o r  s i t e  access c a p a b i l i t y ,  excavat ion could have occurred t o  a depth 
o f  a t  l e a s t  10 ft. 
complete f o r  t h e  cu r ren t  occupat ional ,  f u t u r e  r e s i d e n t i a l ,  f o r  f u t u r e  
rec rea t i ona l  scenar ios.  For t h e  ground water pathway, i f  contaminat ion were 
l e f t  a t  t h i s  s i t e  i t  would be i nves t i ga ted  as p a r t  o f  t h e  perched ground water 
i nves t i ga t i on .  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  area would probably  be excavated du r ing  the  removal o f  t h e  
HLLW tanks. 

SUMMARY - Consequences o f  Er ro r :  

Therefore, no exposure pathways, except ground water, are 

A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  p r o x i m i t y  o f  t h i s  s i t e  t o  t h e  HLLW tanks 

I V .  SUMMARY - Miscel laneous In fo rmat ion :  

V. SUMMARY - Conceptual S i t e  Model: 

A rev iew o f  t h e  ava i l ab le  s i t e  h i s t o r i c a l  i n fo rma t ion  l e d  t o  t h e  prepara t ion  o f  
the  Pre-Conceptual S i t e  Model. Th is  model inc ludes  a l l  p o t e n t i a l  generators, 
re lease mechanisms, pathways, and exposure rou tes .  A f t e r  t h e  rev iew o f  t h e  s i t e  
in fo rmat ion ,  and subsequent pathway assessment were completed, the  Pre- 
Conceptual S i t e  Model was rev i sed  i n t o  t h e  Conceptual S i t e  Model. The 
groundwater pathway i s  t h e  on ly  complete pathway on t h e  Conceptual S i t e  Model. 
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TRACK 2 PRELIMINARY SCOPING PACKAGE 

Recomnendation: 

Based on the evaluation contained herein, a recommendation for no further field 
investigation is made for this site. 

Signatures # PAGES: DATE: 

Prepared BY: DOE MAG nanager: 

Approved BY: Independent Review 
i 
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PROCESS CPP-16 

Quest ion 1 .  What a r e  t h e  waste genera t ion  process l o c a t i o n s  and da te s  o f  
opera t ion  a s soc ia t ed  w i t h  t h i s  s i t e ?  I 

eiock i Answer: I 
The Serv ice  Waste Diversion System (SWDS) loca ted  a t  t h e  ICPP has been i n  
opera t ion  since approximately 1954. 
has been modified severa l  t imes s i n c e  1954. 

The SWDS remains operat ional  although i t  I 
Block 2 How r e l i a b l e  a r e  t h e  information sources? XHigh -Med __Low (check one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this eva lua t ion .  

The Operating Occurrence Report ( r e f .  1) s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  r e l e a s e  occurred a t  t h e  
loca t ion  of a d ive r s ion  valve t h a t  i s  p a r t  of t h e  SWDS during a t r a n s f e r  of  low- 
leve l  contaminated wastewater from tank  WM-181 t o  t h e  PEW feed tank,  WL-102. 

Block 3 Has t h i s  INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes -No (check one) 
I f  so, desc r ibe  the confirmation. 

The l o c a t i o n  of t h e  d ive r s ion  valve box shown on the sketch of  the ECA ( r e f .  2 )  
co inc ides  w i t h  t h e  loca t ion  of t h e  same valve box shown on INEL drawing numbers 
105026, 118445, and 137926 ( r e f .  3 ,  4 ,  and 5 ) .  

Block 4 Sources of  Information [check awrop r ia te  b x ( e s )  a source n b r  from reference l i s t 1  I 
No avai lab le information 
Anecdotal 
H is to r i ca l  process data 
current process data 
Aer ia l  photographs 
Engi neer i  ng/s i  t e  draui ngs 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
S m r v  d a c m n t s  
F a c i l i i y  SOPS 
OTHER 

[ I  
t 1  
t 1  
t l  
t 1  
[XI 
[XI 
[ I  
[ I  .. 

2. 3. 4 .  and 5 

Analy t ica l  data 
Docunentation a b u t  data 
Disposal data 
P.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
0.U repart 
I n i t i a l  assessment 
Well data 
Construction data 

L 1  

[ I  
t l  
t 1  
1 1  
t l  
( 1  
[ I  
t l  
[ I  
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PROCESS CPP-16 

Question 2 .  What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? I 

Block 1 Answer: 

The diversion valve that released the low-level contaminated wastewater on 
January 16, 1976 is part of the SWDS located at the ICPP that has operated since 
1954. 
discharge limitations of the SWDS and thus, it was necessary to divert this 
waste to tank WM-181 that at the time was being used as the service waste 
diversion tank. This waste would later be transferred to WL-102 where it would 
be fed to the PEW evaporator to be concentrated. Generally, the evaporator 
condensates contained very low levels of radioactive and inorganic contaminants 
and were discharged as service waste along with other waste streams within the 
ICPP, mostly condensates from other facilities. The evaporator bottoms were 
returned to the high-level liquid waste tank farm. 

Block z How reliable are the information sources? 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The Operating Occurrence Report (ref. 1) states that the low-level contaminated 
wastewater was being transferred to WL-102, and eventually to the PEW evaporator 
where it would be concentrated. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Y e s  -No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

The operation of the SWDS as it applies to the release at this site was 
confirmed through a conversation with Dave Machovec of WINCO (ref. 6) 

I 
At the time of the incident, the low-level wastewater did not meet the 

LHigh -Med -Low (check one) 

~ 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) .S source n-r from reference ~ i s t ~  

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Aerial photographs 
Engineeringlsi te  drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
s m r y  docunents 
F a c i l i t y  SOPS 
OTHER 

[ I  Analytical data 
[XI 6 rJocunentation about data - 
[ I  Disposal data 
[ I  P.A.  data 
t 1  safety analysis report 
[ I  D&D report 
1x1 1 I n i t i a l  assessment 
[ 1  Uel l  data 
[ I  Construction data . .  

,. 
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PROCESS CPP-I6 

Quest ion  3. Is t he re  empi r i ca l ,  c i r cums tan t ia l ,  o r  o the r  evidence o f  m ig ra t i on?  
If so, what i s  i t? I 

Block 1 Answer: 

According t o  t h e  Occurrence Report, t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  s o i l  prob ing e f f o r t  
performed a f t e r  the  i n c i d e n t  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a source o f  contaminat ion was 
present  a t  t h i s  s i t e .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  s o i l  p rob ing  a l so  i nd i ca ted  t h a t  t h e  
r a d i o a c t i v e  contaminants i n  the  wastewater had migrated t h r e e  f e e t  downward i n t o  
the  s o i l  a t  the  bottom o f  the  va lve  box. 

Block z How r e l i a b l e  are t h e  i n fo rma t ion  sources? X H i g h  -Med -Low (check one) 
Exp la in  t h e  reasoning behind t h i s  eva lua t ion .  

The in fo rma t ion  t h a t  a source ex i s ted  a t  t h i s  s i t e  i s  based on t h e  Occurrence 
Report. Th is  r e p o r t  a l s o  conf i rmed t h a t  a t  the  t ime o f  the  release, t h e  
contaminants i n  the  wastewater had migra ted  downward i n t o  t h e  s o i l  below the  
va lve  box. 

Block 3 Has t h i s  INFORMATION been conf i rmed? X Y e s  -No (check one) 
I f  so, descr ibe  t h e  con f i rma t ion  

A notegram f r o m  G . E .  Lohse ( r e f .  7 )  discusses the  s o i l  prob ing r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  
use t o  est imate the  beta and gamma a c t i v i t y  o f  the  re lease.  

Block 4 Sources o f  In fo rmat ion  [check appropriate box(es) g source n h r  frm reference l i s t ]  

1 No ava i lab le  information t 1 Ana ly t i ca l  data t l  
Anecdota l t l  Documentation about data [ X I  7 
H is to r i ca l  process data [ I  Disposal data t 1  
Current process data I 1  P.A. data t 1  
Aer ia l  Photographs t 1  Safety analysis report  [ I 
Engineer ingls i te drauings t I D&O report t 1  
Unusual Occurrence Report [XI 1 I n i t i a l  assessment r 1  
S m r y  docunents [ I  Uell data I 1  
F a c i l i t y  SOPS t l  Construction data t l  
OTHER t l  

9 
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PROCESS CPP-16 

Question 4 .  Does site operating or disposal historical information allow 
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? Discuss the 
estimated patterns of potential contamination over time. I 

Block 1 Answer: 

According to the Occurrence Report, the release of low-level contaminatfd 
wastewater inside the open bottom valve box occurred as a single event on 
January 16, 1976 (ref. 1). After the incident, the liquid waste over time would 
have the tendency to migrate downward as confirmed by the results of the soil 
probing and thus, contaminate a region of soil directly below the valve box 
where the release occurred. Also, it is anticipated that contaminants such as 
cesium-I37 may have the tendency to adhere to the soil and therefore concentrate 
in the top soil layers such that pockets of soil having concentrated levels of 
cesium-137 may be encountered. 

Block z How reliable are the information sources? 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The results of the soil probing effort documented in the Occurrence Report 
support this pattern of migration at least to a depth of 3 feet beyond the 
bottom of the valve box. 
of migration beyond three feet from the bottom of the valve box and thus, the 
discussion of migration patterns over time are based on speculation. 

n k k  3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes XNo (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

-High X M e d  -Low (check one) 

However, there is no evidence to support the pattern 

_ _ _ _ ~ ~  

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate h x t e s )  a source n h r  f r m  reference l i s t ]  

No available information [ 1 Analytical data [ I  
Anecdota I [ I  Docunentation about data L I 
Historical process data [ I  Disposal data [ I  
Current process data [ I  O.A. data [ I  
Aerial photographs [ I  Safety analysis report [ I 
Engineering/site drauings [ I 080 report [ I  
Unusual occurrence Report [ X I  1 I n i t i a l  assessment [ I  
Sunnary docunents [ I  Well data [ I  
F a c i l i t y  SOPS [ I  Construction data [ I  I OTHER [ I  

10 
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PROCESS CPP-  16 

Question 5. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region as 
it is today. What is the known or estimated volume of the source 
for each potential pathway? 
carefully how the estimates were derived. 

If volumes are estimated, explain I 
I Biock 1 Answer: 

According to a conversation with Dave Machovec of WINCO, approximately 3 b O O  
gallons of low-level contaminated wastewater were released at thjs site (ref. 
8 ) .  The volume of the contaminated soil is estimated at 1604 ft and based on 
the following: 1) the dimensions of the valve box at the time of the release 
(ref. 3 ) ,  2) the estimated volume of the release (ref. 8 ) ,  and 3 )  a soil 
porosity of 25%. 
having a 1: l  slope, the surface area of contamination is 450 ft and the 
thickness is 8 feet. 
soil partition coefficients and retention times. 

I f  the contaminated so i l  plume i s  assumed t o  ,be cone shape and 
This estimate is conservative and ignores the effects of 

~ ~ 

BIOC~: z How reliable are the information sources? 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

-High -Med X L O W  (check one) 

The estimated size of the contaminated region is based on anecdotal information 
and several conservative assumptions. I 
Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes &No (check one) 
If so, describe the confirmation. r- 

I Block Sources of Information [check appropriate b x ( e s )  g source mntKr from reference L i s t ]  

No available information C 1 Analytical data [ I  
Anecdotal [XI 8 Docunentation about data I 1  
Historical process data [ I  Disposal data [ I  
Current process data [ I  O.A. data [ I  
Aerial photographs [ I  safety analysis report I 1 
EngineerinUsite drauingr [ X I  3 oao report [ I  
Unusual Occurrence Report [ 1 I n i t i a l  assessment [ I  
S-ry d o c m n t s  [ I  U e l l  data [ I  
Faci I i t y  SOPS [ I  Construction data [ I  
OTHER [ I  

11 
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PROCESS CPP-16 

Question 6. What is the known or estimated quantify of each hazardous 
substance/constituent at each source? 
estimates, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

I f  the quantities are 

I Block I Answer: 

The notegram from G.E.  Lohse attached as reference 7, states that the rtlease 
contained an estimated 1.2 Curies of beta and gamma activity. 
distributing this activity among the predominant gamma and beta emitters would 
provide a conservative estimate of 0.4 Curies for Cesium-137, Strontium-90, and 
Yttrium-90. 
would have decayed to 1 eve1 s beyond concern since this radionuclide has a ha1 f 
life of 64 hours. The present remaining activity o f  Cesium-137, and Strontium- 
90 even after a decay of 17 years would be 0.27, and 0.26 Curies, respectively. 

Equally 

In a matter o f  weeks after the incident, the quantity of Yttrium-90 

@Lock 2 How reliable are the information sources? -High L M e d  -Low (check one) 
Expl ain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

To derive this estimate, it was necessary to make several conservative 
assumptions. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes X N o  (check one) 
I f  so, describe the confirmation. 

Block 4 Sources of Information [check appropriate box(es) g source nwixr from reference list] 

No available information I I Analytical data [XI 7 

Historical process data t 1  Disposal data [ I  
Current process data [ I  Q.A. data [ I  

Engineeringlsite drawings [ I DgD repart t 1  
Unusual Occurrence Reprt 1 I Initial assessmenf [ I  
S m r y  docunents [ I  u e l l  data t 1  
Facility SOPS t 1  Construction data 1 1  
OTHER 1 1  

Anecdo t a L t 1  Docunentation about data t I 

Aerial photographs t 1  Safety analysis repart t 1 

12 
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PROCESS CPP-16 

Question 7 .  Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of a release 
and/or contamination in a pathway? Discuss the evidence. Address 
each potential pathway. 

Block 1 Answer: 

According to the Occurrence Report, the low-level contaminated wastewatfr 
migrated to a depth of 3 feet into the gravel layer at the bottom of the valve 
box. 
the tank farm protective membrane, the area of contamination would be located at 
a depth below 9 feet and three inches bls. 
contaminants could migrate from the source through the groundwater pathway. 

As a result of a previous excavation at this site and the installation of 

Under a residential scenario, the 

Block 2 HOW reliable are the information sources? 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The reliability of the information is considered medium since it is based on 
speculation. 

-High L M e d  -LOW (check one) 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes X N o  (check one) 
If so, describe t h e  confirmation. 

Block I Sources o f  Information [check appropriate box(es) g source nurtKr from reference l i s t ]  

No avai lab le informetion [ I Analy t ica l  data [ I  
Anecdota L [ I  Docmentation a b u t  data [ 1 
H is to r i ca l  process data [ I  Disposal data ( 1  
Current process data [ I  Q.A. data [ I  
Aer ia l  photographs [ I  safety  analysis report 1 I 
Engineer ingls i te drauings C I D&D report [ I  
Unusual Occurrence Report (XI 1 I n i t i a l  assessment [ I  
S-ry docunents [ I  ue(L data [ I  
F a c i l i t y  SOPS [ I  construct ion data [ I  
OTHER [ I  

13 
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PROCESS CPP-16 

Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substances/constituents are 
present at any potential sources today? If so, describe the 
evidence. For each pathway, discuss flow and transport. 

Block I Answer: 

The Occurrence Report clearly establishes the presence of a source at tte time 
of the incident. This report also indicates that contaminants from the source 
had migrated into the soil where the release occurred. The available records 
verify that in 1976 it was necessary to excavate the site to a depth of at least 
6 feet and 9 inches to replace the original valve box. Undoubtedly, some of the 
contaminated soil would have been removed during this excavation. However, it 
would have been necessary that the depth of this excavation be at least 2 feet 
deeper to remove the source from this site which according to the soil probing 
results extends to a depth of 8 feet and eight inches. The available records do 
not confirm that additional excavation to remove the contaminated soil from this 
site was performed. Despite that there is no concrete evidence to support the 
presence of a source at this site today, the available records do imply that a 
source would have been left behind without the proper excavation depth during 
the replacement of the original valve box. 

I 

Block z How re1 iable are the information sources? 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The reliability of information to support the presence of a source at this site 
is primarily based on the Occurrence Report and several drawings included as 

-High X M e d  -Low (check one) r references 2 ,  3 ,  4 ,  and 5. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes L N O  (check one) 
I f  so, describe the confirmation. 

Block 4 Sources o f  Information [check appropriate box(es) a source n h r  from reference l i s t 1  

No available information [ I Analytical data [ I  
Anecdotal [ I  
Historical process data [ I  Disposal data [ I  
Current process data ( 1  P.A. data ( 1  
Aerial photographs [ I  safety analysis report 1 
Engineering/site drawings [XI 2. 3, 4 .  5 D&D report 1 1  
Unusual Occurrence Report [ X I  1 I n i t i a l  assessment [ 1  
Sunnary d o c m n t s  [ I  Yel l  data [ I  
F a c i l i t y  SOPS [ I  construction data [ I  
OTHER [ I  

Docmentation about data 1 
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1. 

2 .  

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

Allied Chemical Corporation, Standard Operating Occurrence Report no. 
76-3, January 16, 1976. 

ICPP Engineering Drawing 092095. 

ICPP Engineering Drawing 105026. 

ICPP Engineering Drawing 118445. 

ICPP Engineering Drawing 137926. 

Telephone Conversation Record between R.R. Rodriguez and Dave Machovec, 
December 21, 1992. 

Notegram, G.E. Lohse to 0. Cordes, July 6, 1976. 

Memo o f  Conversation between Chris Martin and Dave Machovec, December 
17, 1991. 

9. Site Evaluation Tables 1, 2A, and 3 ,  January 21, 1993 
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2, R L E ' J A K T  OPERATING CONDKlONS AT TiME OF OCCL'RRENCE: 

Routine t r a n s f e r  oE low-level  wasce back t o  the  evaporacor  waste co1lcc:lon i 3 n k  
f o r  concen t r ac ion  i n  t h e  PEW e v a p o r a t o r .  

CAIJSE OF OCCL'RRLVCE 
E &- c(M.tnyI W Hwnm Errs 0 Ro.iur. C Eouullrmnt Fadurn 0 O t h n  1Sm+,il I t! L!n.lrf*rm.nru .,: :_I. --- 
EXPL4NAnON OF CAUY: 

The gaskecs  were removed from the va lve  f l a n g e .  
from j e c t i n q  o p e r a t i o n s  would have hea ted  t h e  Elange and caused cSe gaske t  t o  E l ~ v .  
The g a s k e t  shoved ev idence  o f  f l o w .  
t h e  gaskec  was improperly i n s t a l l e d  by c o n s t r u c t i o n  f o r c e s  du r ing  i n s t a l l a t i c n  in 
1 9 7 1 .  

The m a t e r i a l  was e l a s t o m e r i c .  5 t e n n  

A l s o .  f l a n g e  markings on t h e  gasket  show thnt  

I CONSEQUENCES OF CCCVRRENCE. 

*,.,-,I C.L,~ i ld~,lvl k c c d m t  a ~ a r l  cml--l-n & ~ n ~ ~ ~ n t . i  C O ~ W W U ~  G P W W ~ I  E . ~ , ~ , .  o P . , ~ ~ , ~ . ,  I ~ , , . , ~ ,  ti 

EIrd wetv L ~ I  o ~a a 
Oth. c S p c W  

5. IMMEDIATE CORRECTWZ ACTlON TAKEN: 

The j e t c i n g . o p e r a t i o n  was h a l t e d  and i n s t r u c t i o n s  i s s u e d  t o  suspend further 
t r a n s f e r s  through ehe line unci1 the  g a s k e t  was changed. 

I .- I \  

'!REWRT ONLY, C O H R m  REVERSE SIDE OF FORM dwmi e m r w w  101 



9 ESTMATE COST OF OCCVRRENCE: [SEE PPM 6.m FOR GUIDELINES - MUST BE IXCLGVU ON ALL FINAL HEPOUT51 

10 MANACEMUVT COMMENTS: 

~ , - a  C U ~ W W  

These are t h e  s o r t 3  of f n c i d e n t s  which Projec: 76-TD-003 vi11 allcvtace. 
Projecc 76-ID-003 w i l l  i n c l u d e  b e t t e r  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  t!im was p r c v l o ~ ~ s  t v  ob:alrie,-. 
The expanded s u r v e i l l a n c c  of  ICI'P Tank Farm s r e a c l y  :lsaL!iCcd l n  r a r l y  d t ~ c o v i * r ?  

of t h e  leak.  
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TELEPHONE CONVERSATION RECORD 

I 

Project T,& I L r C P P -  lb Date . A\ 1992- 

1. Persons Involved 

b,"G I L L 0  Ye'= 

Phone Number 

q26- 4033 

521- 9 \ 5 4  

3. Questions Raised: 
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Westinghouse Idaho 
Nuclear Company, Inc. 

MEMO OF CONVERSATION 

c- E " L  Representing I ,Y .i/ IC : - q ,'A 4 
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Raoresenting 
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